SIR
In a recent issue of this journal, a biomedical researcher tried to justify the use of animals in scientific inquiry (1). On the basis of Thomas Aquinas's philosophy, the author continued to argue very eloquently that man should not feel any remorse about his practice of animal research: as Aquinas has already pointed out, man is the true centre of the universe and man's rights arise from his unique intellectual capacity. This is an old argument indeed, for man has always exploited animals in the dogmatic belief that the exclusive right to do so is bestowed on him by some higher power. However, evolution theory and neurobiological research have led to the conviction that we share many of our sensory and cognitive skills with our animal relatives (2). Peter Medawar (3) (7) writes. On these grounds I believe that some research on human embryos or even on adults could be justifiable, whereas some research on animals could very well be inadmissible.
In the long run, biomedical research aims at the alleviation of human suffering and pain. If he accepts this as his guiding principle, it is the duty of the scientist to arrange even his daily research activities in keeping with this principle. Moreover, scientists have an obligation towards the general public to justify their activities. The once romantic image of an esoteric scientific community of unworldly grey-haired men who do their extremely learned research in dark rooms inaccessible to the uninitiated, is now no longer accepted. The US Public Health Service has understood this and has begun an unprecedented and expensive effort to promote the importance of animal experimentation (8). A spokesman for the service declared they are not intending to ignore the criticism from the animal right movements and that they will explain the use of animals in biomedical research to the public just as they explain everything else they do. Surely these and other initiatives will create a climate of openness and mutual understanding. In such a climate there will be no room for dogmatic arguments that seem not to listen to opposing views, like the one proposed by Martin (1). The feasibility of animal experiments needs to be discussed openly and democratically, but without man at the centre of the universe.
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